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Social enterprises are a unique form of organisation, located where the public, private and voluntary sectors intersect, typically founded by dynamic individuals who deal with social injustice by finding resources in the community. As these organisations develop, isomorphic pressures from stakeholders such as funders and regulatory bodies lead to a formalisation of previously informal relations with vulnerable beneficiaries. This could cause harm or distress to the beneficiaries, which can then impact on front-line workers who are providing day-to-day services to them.

In healthcare organisations, it has been shown that workers can form psychological defences to deal with the stress of working with people in pain or distress, which can account for otherwise inexplicable behaviour in teams and organisations. Since social enterprises also deal with people who are vulnerable and needy, they too could evolve similar defences, complicated by the involvement of these individuals in the roles of both client and as stakeholder that can influence the organisation's governance. 












What is Social Enterprise?

Historically, social enterprise has its roots in the co-operative movement, which can trace its origins to "The Diggers" in the 1600s followed by the publication by Cornelius in 1659 of A Way Propounded, which set out the need for 'new forms of ownership', leading to workers co-operatives in the 1700s and 1800s (Leadbeater 2010, Spreckley 1981), particularly the Rochdale Pioneers in 1844 (Pearce 2003). The movement then became more focused on Trade Unions and consumer rather than worker co-operatives in the 1900s (Spreckley 1981). Political development in post-war British society included trying to find an alternative to 'capitalism or state socialism' (Defourny 2001), together with the service user movement which was demanding greater involvement in shaping health and social care services (Hoggett et al 2009). Dees (1998) points out that the 'language of social entrepreneurship may be new, but the phenomenon is not', while Dart (2004) identifies 'precedents' for social enterprise in Victorian England. 

The English concept of social enterprise has been shaped by government policy in the 1990s, emerging with the launch of the report Enterprise and Exclusion (HM Treasury, 1999) and the formation of Social Enterprise London in the same year (Teasdale 2010). Following the Department of Health's (2006) encouragement of third sector providers, the 'Right to Request' initiative actively encouraged and supported NHS mangers to spin their departments off into social enterprises (Miller and Millar 2010). The UK Coalition Government is now emphasising self-help, civic responsibility, mutualisation of public services and localism, that 're-embeds welfare in society', a radical change from the previous government's focus on state provision of public services (Glasman 2010) the expansion of which had contributed to the economic crisis of 2008-9 (Smith 2010). This perspective was reinforced by the passing of the Public Services (Social Value) Act 2012, which requires social enterprises and other organisations offering publicly funded services to more effectively engage with their beneficiaries and demonstrate that they are offering social value (Social Enterprise UK 2012).

Defourny and Nyssens (2008) sees UK social enterprise as having a primarily business approach that contrasts with the Italian co-operative approach, where 'social co-operatives' developed from member co-operatives in the 1980s. However, Williams (2007) finds that one-third of UK entrepreneurs are 'driven primarily by social goals rather than profit' in contrast to the prevailing capitalist orthodoxy, while the German approach seems to integrate the concept of 'social market economy' so tightly with normal business practice that it is difficult to isolate social enterprise as a specific sector (Defourny and Nyssens 2008).

Leadbeater (1997) emphasised the role of the entrepreneur as a dynamic individual who can mobilise resources to satisfy 'unmet social needs', aiming to form long term relationships with 'active and demanding' beneficiaries. This view is supported by Dees (1998) who highlights the role of the social entrepreneur as 'change agents in the social sector', pursuing new opportunities with a 'heightened sense of accountability to the constituencies served'. Martin and Osberg (2007) focus on how social enterprise can achieve social justice, highlighting the role of the entrepreneur in dealing with an 'unjust equilibrium' on behalf of 'frustrated users'. Nicholls (2010) identifies the contrasting discourses of the 'hero entrepreneur' with a more community based approach based on 'networks of action'. This latter model is supported by Pearce (2003) who places social enterprise within the 'third system' of the economy, with its key characteristics thus including having a social purpose, trading to fulfil it, being not for personal profit, having an lock on assets for community benefit, together with democratic governance and accountability. 

Yet another perspective of social enterprise has its roots in the co-operative movement, governed by collective democracy (Peattie and Morley 2008). Ridley-Duff (2008) argues that employee owned organisations that work for social benefit can still be regarded as social enterprises, despite some profit distribution to workers, in contrast to the prevailing '"not for profit" rhetoric'. This can be a more sustainable model for 'socially rational business', allowing workers to invest in the organisation and to be rewarded for their efforts in developing it (Ridley-Duff 2008). Bull et al (2010) also consider sustainability, regarding social enterprise as an organisation on the 'sustainability equilibrium', balancing social and economic sustainability, in contrast to the purely economic sustainability of for-profit businesses and the social sustainability of traditional charities funded by donations. Nicholls (2010) identifies two models of social enterprise, 'social business' tending towards economic sustainability and the 'social change' model, tending towards social sustainability.

Galera and Borzaga (2009), from their extensive survey of the international social enterprise literature, concluded that the 'salient features' of social enterprise are their social goal, constraints on profit distribution and the 'assignment of ownership rights and control power to stakeholders other than investors coupled with an open and participatory governance model'. This is the working definition of social enterprise that will be adopted for this paper.

The Social Enterprise as a Social Institution

Parkinson (2003) introduces three possible theoretical models to conceptualise company governance:

1.	Ownership, where the company is the property of the shareholders.
2.	Nexus of contracts, which sees the company as a 'vehicle for contracting', with no clear ownership.
3.	As a social institution, which 'introduces concepts such as citizenship, participation and legitimacy', leading to the stakeholder approach where the various interest groups are represented in decision-making. 









Pragmatic legitimacy refers to acceptance of the social enterprise as offering value to stakeholder groups such as funders in terms of making better use of public resources (Dart 2004). However, as pointed out by Leadbeater (1997) social entrepreneurs 'hate committees and bureaucracy', seeing themselves as 'accountable to their clients through the quality of the services they run', making it difficult for them to secure public funding.





Moral legitimacy refers to where the organisation aligns itself with 'broader norms in the socio-political environment' (Dart 2004), overcoming the initial 'personal legitimacy' identified by Suchman (1995) of social enterprise leaders who have the 'charismatic authority' to be initially disruptive (Weber 1978). 

Meyer and Rowan (1977) highlighted how rules created by powerful people or institutions in society shape the 'social reality' of an organisation, potentially leading to rule following for its own sake, where the organisation becomes as much about 'myth' as the reality of its customers or beneficiaries. Isomorphism can take three forms, identified by DiMaggio and Powell (1983) as coercive (in response to political pressures), mimetic (responding to uncertainty by imitating other organisations) and normative (from the influence of professionalism, the culture of managers and staff moving from organisation to organisation). Nicholls (2010) takes the concept further to identify a process of 'reflexive isomorphism', where 'dominant organizations can shape the legitimacy of an emergent field' towards their own perception of what it should be, leading to social enterprises engaging in 'self-legitimation'. In the case of social enterprise in the UK, these include the government, foundations such as UnLtd, the Social Enterprise Coalition (now Social Enterprise UK), plus international foundations such as Ashoka (Nicholls 2010).





Cognitive legitimacy refers to the 'basic, preconscious, taken-for-granted assumptions' in the prevailing culture and values that have underpinned the development of social enterprise (Dart 2004). Social enterprise itself can be seen at its current stage of development to be at the 'comprehensible' stage of cognitive legitimacy, where they can give 'plausible explanations for the organization and its endeavours', but not yet at the 'taken-for-granted' stage, where 'alternatives become unthinkable' (Suchman 1995).

Neoinstitutional theory can be applied to consider the influence values and culture have on social enterprise as 'adaptable social systems' where the formal structure can be 'supplemented or subverted' by informal social systems based on values and trust (Mason et al 2007). Deshpandé et al (1993) identified four organisational cultural types:

1.	Clan: cohesiveness, participation, teamwork, sense of family.
2.	Adhocracy: entrepreneurship, creativity, adaptability.
3.	Market: competitiveness, goal achievement.
4.	Hierarchy: order, rules and regulations, uniformity.





Freeman (1984) introduced the stakeholder concept, based on Kantian ethics, which was then developed further by Donaldson and Preston (1995) who argue that this ethical foundation gives stakeholder theory a normative 'fundamental basis', making a comparison to property rights. These perspectives are within the concept of the organisation as a nexus of contracts, including implied contracts with stakeholders (Hendry 2001). 

Bull et al (2010), contend that social enterprise can build 'ethical capital', by creating 'social value', funded by market trading, thus pursuing 'economic and social goals simultaneously'. This involves going beyond Kantian ethics to consider 'a more elaborated form of naturalistic ethics, incorporating the best of virtue, utilitarian and other normative ethical theory' (Bull et al 2010). This could involve consideration of feminist ethics, which are built on the principle that 'care should be the foundation, with justice as the superstructure' (Burton and Dunn 1996), considering the organisation as a 'system of social relationships' (Hendry 2001). This perspective is particularly relevant to social enterprise, where the stakeholder approach 'emphasizes the importance of investing in the relationships with those who have a stake in the firm' based on sharing of core values (Freeman and McVea 2001). 

Jones et al (2007) considers that stakeholder cultures can range from 'moral stewardship', focusing on the organisation, through to 'moralist', where the organisation adheres to ethical principles except when it is threatened, then finally 'altruist' where the needs of the stakeholders are considered before those of the organisation. A social enterprise, with its primacy of social aims, would tend towards an altruist stakeholder culture, however this is in conflict with the need to maximise financial reward in order to remain in business, particularly at start-up.

Stakeholder Participation in Social Enterprise Governance

Doherty et al (2009) define governance in in a social enterprise context as 'strategic and operational board-level leadership, enabling service users, managers, trustees and other defined stakeholders to create and maximise social benefit'. However, a 'key challenge for social enterprises is the development and evolution of appropriate governance structures' (Mason et al 2007). These structures need to allow democratic participation in the election of the organisation's board by a voting membership (Pearce 2003), however this leads to issues such as 'the notion that individual expertise in governance is secondary to a claim to be a representative of a particular stakeholder group' (Low 2006) leading to a 'political model' of the board (Cornforth 2004). 

Adopting a common ownership model for the organisation's workers, can ensure that these major stakeholders are fully involved in governance (Ridley-Duff 2009) but this does not deal with other stakeholders. One such mechanism is to apply 'the principle of reducing the board's autonomy', established in the private sector as being necessary to avoid the interests of directors taking precedence over those of the stakeholders, which can be achieved by organisations having more non-executive directors on their boards (Low and Chinnock 2008). However, there could be a potential conflict of interest where non-executive directors have to oversee the executive directors while part of the same board, in contrast to the German system where a separate supervisory board performs the oversight function (Petrovic 2008). One possible model of social enterprise governance that could overcome these limitation is offered by Doherty et al (2009) where an executive board of directors is balanced by an independent stakeholder committee to 'ensure the organisation's accountability' in social audit terms and represent stakeholder interests to the board of directors, with the latter remaining the key decision-making body. The staff can be represented on the board, with beneficiaries being represented through the stakeholder committee.

Previous work undertaken by the author (Larner and Mason forthcoming) identified a number of issues with stakeholder involvement in social enterprise governance, including:

●	Who has ultimate power in the organisation, directors, stakeholders or members.
●	Legitimacy, how a social enterprise can demonstrate that it is fulfilling its social purpose.
●	The board needs to have the power to run the organisation.
●	Election of board members from a voting membership leaving an organisation vulnerable to takeover.
●	The trade-off between having a Board that makes quick decisions and one that takes into account representation of stakeholder interests.
●	The competence of directors, particularly if they are volunteers.

The study identified two mechanisms that could enable appropriate stakeholder involvement in social enterprise governance:

1.	Worker-directors in a cooperative model. This cooperative model, where the governing body is formed from the workers or representatives of the workers, particularly when the same individuals are also the beneficiaries, gives this group of key stakeholders ultimate power in a participative democratic structure.
2.	Stakeholder advisory group. A non-executive stakeholder advisory group can play a key role in contributing to strategic development and oversight. This can be a useful mechanism for involving stakeholders, particularly beneficiaries, in governance without burdening them with a legal responsibility towards the organisation that being part of a voting membership would entail. 





Diamond and Allcorn (2003) see organisations as 'processes of human behaviour that are experienced as experiential and perceptual systems governed by unconscious processes', pointing out that 'structures of power and authority, strategies for adaptation and successful performance, routine roles and relationships, are defensive screens against unrecognised anxieties and fears rather than rational and intentional organisational designs'. This section first considers individual psychological defences, then how these extend to working groups and organisations and finally leadership, authority and power.

Individual Anxiety and its Defences

According to de Board (1978), on an individual level, anxiety is central in all psychoanalytic theory as the most unpleasant feeling anyone can experience, thus provoking the development of psychological defence mechanisms to avoid it. This is referred to in psychoanalysis as the 'anxiety-defence' model (Hinshelwood et al 2000).

Halton (1994) refers to the work of Klein in the 1920s, who established that part of the process of childhood development are the processes of 'splitting' painful conflict (such as their mother into a good fairy and a bad witch) and 'projection' of unwanted feelings on others. The process of projection by one individual onto another can lead to their feelings being experienced by the other through a process of 'counter-transference' (Moylan 1994). Klein referred to the 'paranoid schizoid' position to describe this splitting and compartmentalisation of reality, while the 'depressive' position achieved during maturation sadly but realistically acknowledges that life is complex and that people fail, despite their best intentions (Halton 1994, Hoggett et al 2009). 

Part of the process of integration is wishing to help with previous unconscious fear of 'injuries caused by hatred and aggression' to others as part of the splitting and projection process, leading the individual to have a 'valency' to enter the caring professions (Halton 1994, Stokes 1994). However, the mechanisms of splitting and projection can continue into adult life, particularly at times of stress, with staff members within caring organisations being the recipients of projected feelings from clients (Halton 1994) and having to deal with counter-transference. This can cause problems for these staff members as their own unresolved issues including 'remorse' can lead to them trying to fulfil a 'self-assigned impossible task' (Roberts 1994).

Organisational Anxieties and Defences

Roberts (1994) highlights the similarities between organisations and living organisms, where both are 'open systems', continually making exchanges with their environment across a 'permeable boundary'. There may be a number of sub-systems within a complex organisation, each with their own claim on resources, which must be allocated to the 'primary task' if the organisation is to survive (Roberts 1994). Lawrence (1977) made the distinction between three types of primary task, normative (the official task), existential (the task that workers think they are carrying out) and phenomenal (which can be inferred from behaviour). If the primary task is not clearly defined, 'anti-task' behaviour can emerge in the organisation or working groups (Roberts 1994). 

Extending the anxiety-defence model to organisations leads to the 'anxiety-culture-defence' model (Hinshelwood et al 2000), created by the organisation evolving 
'socially constructed defences against the anxiety which is aroused through carrying out the primary task of the organization. These social defences may be evident in the organization structure, in its procedures, information systems, roles, in its culture, and in the gap between what the organization says it is doing and what it is actually doing. Social defences are "created" unconsciously by members of the organization through their interactions in carrying out the primary task.' (Bain 1998). 

Bion (1961) identified that in any working group, there are two types of mental activity, the largely conscious 'work group' mentality which is focused on the task that the group has chosen to work on, co-existing with emotional 'influences that come from other group mental phenomena' on a largely unconscious level. These are referred to as 'basic assumptions' which Bion (1961) identified as dependency, fight/flight, or pairing, where the 'valency' of each group member leads to them 'sharing and acting on a basic assumption' which provides relief from difficult emotions arising from the 'reality' of the work task. The group can alternate between basic assumptions on a timescale ranging from minutes to months (French and Simpson 2010). Later work (Stokes 1994, Turquet 1974, Lawrence et al 1996) extended the basic assumptions to five:

1.	Dependency: where a group behaves as if its sole purpose is to fulfil the needs of its members, where its leader is there to provide security and protection for the group rather than leading them to face up to the work the group is there to do. Groups with this mentality often select a scapegoat for projections of the inadequacy of the group to deal with its task. 
2.	Fight-Flight: where a leader with paranoid tendencies identifies real or imagined dangers which the leader can take action to deal with that can reduce the panic that the group feels for its existence, which is more important than either individuals or the group task.
3.	Pairing: this is where the group avoids decision-making, instead seeking a pairing between two members of the group or between a member and an external person or idea which will bring about salvation from present difficulties, however nothing happens in practice.
4.	Oneness: where group members seek to subsume themselves to an omnipotent force, a unity which could be a charismatic movement or cause.
5.	MeNess: where individuals who see themselves as vulnerable do not engage with the group from a fear of becoming lost in it, maintaining their personal boundaries to the point where they neither contribute to nor learn from the group.

The distinctive feature of basic assumption mentality is the 'lack of reflexive awareness', where the group has lost touch with reality (French and Simpson 2010), however all these assumptions can be also be part of work group mentality, even being used creatively as a motivator (Lawrence et al 1996, Stokes 1994). 

Issues in Healthcare Organisations

Jacques (1995) saw organisations as being created by individuals as a 'means of defence against psychotic anxieties thereby generating a fundamental cause of problems within those organisations', which could be overcome by ensuring clarity of roles and accountabilities, matching these to the capability of individuals. Without this clarity, individuals have to 'exercise personal power or otherwise manipulate each other in order to somehow get things done' (Jacques 1995), however the observations of healthcare organisations by Menzies (1960) and others show that culture, structure and roles can institutionalise unconscious processes. These 'fossilised' working practices then become difficult to change, as this would entail 'deep unlearning' which entails a 'sudden, potentially painful, confrontation of the inadequacy in our substantive view of the world and our capacity to cope with that world competently', leading to 'a new way of being and understanding that reflects a radical break with the past' (Rushmer and Davies 2004). 

Healthcare organisations are particularly prone to forming psychological defences as the workers themselves work with other people who are the 'raw material' that is key to performing the organisation's 'primary task', which is complicated by the 'concerns, anxieties and conflicts that are specific to each individual (Hinshelwood and Skogstad 2000), together with dealing with projected feelings from clients (Halton 1994). This process is illustrated in the classic study by Menzies (1960) who found that nurses, confronted with the reality of injured and dying people, experienced anxiety together with guilt, as it connected with their own infantile 'phantasy world'. This then influenced the evolution of a workplace culture to reduce this anxiety, ensuring that workers avoided getting too emotionally close to patients, including rotation of staff, depersonalisation of patients, ritualisation of tasks and a general denial of responsibility for actions. However, this process prevents individuals from dealing with their own internal anxieties, as they have been externalised by the institutional culture (Hinshelwood et al 2000), which can extend to other institutions in the 'system domain' with a similar primary task (Bain 1998). This process is illustrated by Hinshelwood and Skogstad (2000) quoting research that found that facilities for the physically handicapped tended to express different aspects of internal conflict, either working to the 'horticultural' model (bring out the potential in everyone, however limited) or the 'warehousing' model (there is no chance of the clients ever improving, all the organisation can do is care for them). 

Taking externalisation even further, Obholzer (1994) pointed out that the public health service serves to defend against the unconscious fear of death, thus it can be regarded as a 'keep-death-at-bay' service. More generally, Hoggett et al (2009) point out that the good society needs to be able to deal with the more negative aspects of human nature, including 'hate, destructiveness, fear and envy', which is one of the functions of government, leading to a situation where 'relationships between citizens and governments are marked by ambivalence', with the government being a convenient way for people to externalise negative feelings.





Zaleznik (2004) highlights the distinction between leadership and management, where leadership 'requires using power to influence the thoughts and actions of other people' in contrast to management which is about problem-solving. The personality type of an individual, formed during early development, predisposes them towards either management ('once-born', who have had a straightforward journey through life and seek to conserve existing institutions) or leadership ('twice-born', who have had a more complex life journey and who feel 'separate from their environment') (Zaleznik 2004).





Weber in his classic work (1978) saw that authority in organisations can be based on tradition, charisma or 'legal-rational' which is based on formal rules and professional expertise. Carter (1979) saw authority as 'the capacity to command respect and elicit voluntary compliance in the form of unhesitating obedience or considered acceptance'. Jacques (1990) saw authority in a hierarchical system as based on accountability, while Obholzer (1994) takes a wider perspective, seeing authority as from three sources: 

1.	Authority from above: where formal authority gained by undertaking a role within an organisation, such as that of a director who has authority from the board, who in turn gains its authority from the shareholders or members. 
2.	Authority from below: where the authority granted from above also needs to be accepted by those over whom the authority may be exercised. If there has not been enough dialogue with the latter, there may be 'undermining and sabotage'. 
3.	Authority from within: this refers to the individual's own view of their authority and can range from doubt as to if they can fulfil the role to 'omnipotent' authoritarian attitudes.





Hoggett et al (2009) contends that 'power operates on three inter-connected levels: the interpersonal, organisational and social'. Considering the last of these, Foucault (1980) argued that power is central to social life and part of every relationship. Ridley-Duff (2005) developed this concept further, finding that in an organisational setting, 'social decisions are closely linked to the psychology of giving and getting attention and assistance' as workplace relationships develop with varying degrees of intimacy, reinforcing or opposing the generally accepted organisational culture, leading to an alternative definition of power, 'the ability to withstand the social influence of others and retain control over the meanings ascribed to behaviour within a culture'.

Obholzer (1994) saw power as 'an attribute of persons rather than roles' with both internal, including how powerful an individual feels, and external sources, including 'the sanctions one can impose on others'. However this perspective is complicated by Lukes (1974) who sees that power can be 'hidden, tacit and institutionalised'. Authority must be balanced by power to be exerted effectively and both authority and power need to be matched by responsibility for outcomes, however responsibility without appropriate power and authority can lead to burn-out (Obholzer 1994).

The Implications of Psychological Issues for Social Enterprise

Considering stakeholder involvement in social enterprise governance in the light of organisational psychological issues leads to some initial hypotheses which can be explored in turn:

●	H1: Stakeholder involvement in social enterprise could lead to basic assumption mentality.
●	H2: The sources of authority for social enterprise leaders will change as the organisation develops.
●	H3: The shift from statutory public services to social enterprises can lead to psychological defences forming in these new organisations.

H1: Stakeholder involvement in social enterprise could lead to basic assumption mentality.





A social enterprise with an open membership, where members can elect the board in a democratic structure (Pearce 2003, Cornforth 2003), could end up working to the the Dependency basic assumption, where its purpose becomes to fulfil the needs of its membership rather than the primary task (Roberts 1994). This tendency could also arise in an organisation working to the common ownership model (Ridley-Duff 2009) where the workers are also the directors.





Social enterprises are often established by individuals with 'valency' for this work (Halton 1994, Stokes 1994, Hoggett et al 2009) taking the form of a passion for social justice, who wish to make changes in society on behalf of their beneficiaries (Leadbeater 1997, Dees 1998, Martin and Osberg 2007). There is the danger, however, that the enterprise could end up working to Fight-Flight basic assumption thinking, where the enterprise feels that it is fighting the system that has failed its beneficiaries. However, an enterprise that isolates itself in this way may find itself starved of the resources it needs to survive as an 'open system' (Roberts 1994).





Social enterprise can become the object of Pairing basic assumption thinking in the context of public services (Huffington et al 2004), particularly as the UK Coalition Government is seeing it as the salvation to long-standing failures in the welfare system (Smith 2010) which, however, could be seen as an attempt to externalise issues that the government doesn't wish to deal with (Obholzer 1994, Hoggett et al 2009).





Social enterprises are often established by charismatic individuals who have a passion for social justice together with a knowledge of the problems their beneficiaries face and who wish to bring a unique way of working to improve society (Hoggett et al 2009). This charismatic authority (Weber 1978) could lead to stakeholders adopting Oneness basic assumption thinking, where the enterprise can be seen to be the only way of solving this particular societal problem.





The introduction of personal budgets to enable individuals to purchase health and social care services to meet identified needs could lead to them taking a "shopping" approach, with beneficiaries adopting a MeNess approach to receiving services from social enterprises, where they only engage to the extent needed to "take away" services. This could be beneficial to people who have been abused in the past and who consequently approach new relationships of any kind with caution (Hoggett et al 2009), however they may not be having their needs met as well as they could be from a closer relationship with the organisation, and the enterprise itself misses out on opportunities to learn from the client and better meet their needs. 

This tendency, and the vulnerability underpinning it, could be recognised by the social enterprise to guide how it provides its services. The shopping approach could be promoted by the organisation, enabling beneficiaries to get the services they need to move forward in their lives. The organisation can then focus on building trust by offering opportunities for greater engagement. The use of appropriate (both in terms of function and ethics) on-line networking facilities that don't involve giving personal information to third parties could be helpful here, allowing interaction with the organisation while maintaining a "distance" from it.

H2: The sources of authority for social enterprise leaders will change as the organisation develops

A social enterprise that is established by an individual with a passion for dealing with a particular problem in society has a clear beneficiary community, to whom the leader is directly accountable through trusting relationships (Leadbeater 1997, Fenton et al 1999), which can be seen as an example of an 'altruistic' stakeholder culture (Jones et al 2007). Thus they gain an informal 'authority from above' (Obholzer 1994) to complement their own inner authority (Hoggett et al 2009), derived from their knowledge of the particular problem in society and their power, from developing their relationships in the organisation (Ridley-Duff 2005) to be able to do something about it. 

As the enterprise develops, it will need to demonstrate its legitimacy (Dart 2004, Suchman 1995) to dominant stakeholders (Nicholls 2010), which could including adopting formal social accounting methods (Pearce and Kay 2008) or structures of governance that are endorsed by government (Curtis 2008, Social Enterprise UK 2012) in order to secure funding (Seanor and Meaton 2008). However this multiplicity of stakeholders also leads to potential multiple sources of authority for social enterprise leaders, who will need to be able to 'self-authorise' to deal with the many and conflicting demands on them, complicated by operating in the 'public sphere', where the primary task is 'always contested' (Hoggett et al 2009). This could lead to anxiety not only in organisational leaders, but also their followers, who in this case would include beneficiaries and staff, together with other stakeholders such as institutional funders, who will be looking to the enterprise to solve social problems. The leader will then have to 'contain' (Kets de Vries 1994) these projected anxieties (Halton 1994, Moylan 1994) which could tend to influence the organisation towards basic assumption working if not appropriately acknowledged and dealt with.

One method of dealing with this issue could be that the leader takes on more of a development role to ensure that the "beneficiaries" are supported and resourced to create their own collectives to benefit themselves and potentially others. These organisations can work to the common ownership model, governed by a workers assembly (Ridley-Duff 2009). This method of working could also deal with power issues, where the power of the leader over the beneficiaries becomes more based on workplace relationships (Ridley-Duff 2005). The beneficiary led organisation still has to deal with external isomorphic forces, but a co-operative structure is accepted as legitimate in enabling stakeholder ownership (Galera and Borzaga 2009) with the interests of the two major stakeholder groups of beneficiaries and workers (as the same individuals) directly represented in a participative democratic structure. This can be complemented by a separate stakeholder advisory group as appropriate (Larner and Mason forthcoming, Doherty et al 2009). However, this process will entail the social enterprise leader handing over authority (Hoggett et al 2009) which could bring up unconscious issues of their own, particularly fear of success and envy of the new organisations they have created (Kets de Vries 1994).

H3: The shift from statutory public services to social enterprises can lead to psychological defences forming in these new organisations

Social enterprise is increasingly being seen as the future of public service provision in the UK, which is particularly evident in the 'Right to Provide' initiative, which aims to devolve NHS health and social care services to social enterprises (Social Enterprise Coalition 2011). This will be achieved through NHS services being supported to 'spin-off' to become an independent social enterprise, initially receiving the same funding as they did within the NHS (Miller and Millar 2010). The fact that the newly formed organisation will be working in the same field and thus in the same 'system domain' (Bain 1998), however, will tend to perpetuate its institutional culture, preventing individuals from dealing with anxieties (Hinshelwood et al 2000). 

Although the process of conversion could be a creative and exciting process for the personnel involved, particularly service managers who become directors of a new organisation, it could also lead to anxiety and distress. This is complicated by the process of moving from a department within a larger organisation (the NHS is the largest employer in the UK) to an independent social enterprise, which will entail a 'deep unlearning' process (Rushmer and Davies 2004) which could be traumatic if not properly recognised and supported. In particular, the change in role from manager to leader could cause its own problems in individuals who are not predisposed towards their new role (Zaleznik 2004). All these factors could lead to the new organisation moving away from workgroup mentality towards basic assumption mentality. 





The above discussion presents three hypotheses, that stakeholder involvement in social enterprise and the shift from public services to social enterprise will lead to psychological issues in these organisations, also that social enterprise leaders, having first gained their authority from the beneficiaries they serve, will have to face dealing with multiple sources of authority from various stakeholders as their organisation develops. Another issue that the study highlights is the potential strategic role of social enterprise as part of a solution to seemingly intractable social welfare problems, however implementing this transition needs to be managed carefully, recognising and taking into account the psychological issues that may arise.

Social enterprise is a field which is still in a 'pre-paradigmatic state', where the research agenda is in the process of being defined (Nicholls 2010). This paper has shown how the understanding of psychological issues gained from healthcare organisations can inform both the start-up of social enterprise and the relationship of the emerging organisation with its stakeholders, giving some pointers to how they can most effectively be involved in its governance. Further research on this topic could contribute to theory development in the role and evolution of social enterprise, as well as informing practitioners about issues with stakeholder management. 
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